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Notes and Comments
We conduct such tests with data from the American National Election Studies and find very modest support for his hypotheses. Then we show that the absence of a consequential link between outcomes and turnout can be explained by answering a hitherto neglected question: who does not vote? As a prologue to our data analysis we review the literature on the political consequences of higher turnout, beginning with empirical studies and proceeding to speculative denials.
T U R N O U T A N D O U T C O M E S
One research genre directly explores whether, in past elections, Democrats fared better when aggregate turnout was higher. The pioneer in this school, James DeNardo, found that sometimes high turnout helped Democratic candidates and sometimes it did not. 4 This conclusion was affirmed in a later exchange with critics and then repeated in a study of gubernatorial and senatorial elections. 5 These articles have limited relevance to our topic. For one thing, they consider turnout varying only between the upper and lower bounds of recent experience, without reference to any contemplated changes in registration procedures. Hence this genre can illuminate neither the 'disenfranchisement of large sectors of the working class' 6 nor the differential consequences of proposed changes in registration laws. Moreover, 'higher turnout' is an imprecise term; the issue is how that turnout might be brought about, i.e., what scenario one envisions about future change.
The least modest scenario assumes that everyone would vote and compares respondents who voted to an entire survey sample. Until now this comparison served only heuristic purposes, to suggest the political consequences of unstated measures to raise turnout and to show the upper bounds of such effects. It gains significance with Lijphart's proposal to make voting compulsory. The earliest estimate of universal turnout showed that if everyone had voted in 1972, the proportion of Democrats would have been unchanged, while the representation of Independents would have increased nearly 4 percentage points at the expense of Republicans. 7 This trifling difference was the largest political gap between voters and the entire sample. On a range of issues, 'voters are virtually a carbon copy of the citizen population. Those most likely to be underrepresented are people who lack opinions.' 8 Other scholars reported similar people today would be interested only in politically correct scapegoats. If more people voted, 'class politics' might not be the only result; Republicans would not limit themselves to reiterating conservative economic doctrine. The more plausible scenario would be greater emphasis on issues that distract voters of all sorts from attention to economic concerns: flag burning, term limits, school prayer, gun control, gays in the military, gays generally, abortion, immigration, racial preferences, furloughs for felons, school vouchers, and the National Endowment for the Arts. 15 For example, during the 1998 election campaign Republicans seemed to be going out of their way to attack homosexuals; 'Senator Trent Lott of Mississippi, the majority leader, has compared homosexuality to kleptomania, and Republican leaders in the House have been citing the Bible in an effort to prove that homosexuals are sinners.'
H O W R E P R E S E N T A T I V E A R E V O T E R S ?
We revisit differences between voters and all citizens for three reasons: (1) in order to demonstrate a method of making this comparison that takes account of disparities between aggregate turnout figures and turnout estimates from surveys. Our method is more sensitive to differences between voters and non-voters and therefore is less likely to show that voters are a microcosm of the entire citizen population; 17 (2) to see if voters' issue priorities resemble those of the entire sample; (3) in response to a suspicion that findings about the representativeness of voters in the 1970s might be outdated by political realities in the l990s. 18 Voting in the general election was reported by 76.1 per cent of respondents in the 1992 National Election Studies and 71.8 per cent in the 1996 NES. This is far above the most commonly-used figure, which we will call the 'official turnout': the number of votes cast for presidential candidates divided by the Census Bureau's estimate of the voting-age population in November. Official turnout was 55.1 per cent in 1992 and 48.9 per cent in 1996. 19 Part of the discrepancy between the NES and official estimates reflects the different bases of the percentages. The NES sample is limited to citizens; the voting-age population includes non-citizens. Removing non-citizens from the base increases the official turnout to 58.3 per cent for 1992 and 52.6 per cent for 1996. 20 The NES estimates are still almost 20 per centage points higher than these adjusted 15 On a visit to the Berkeley campus in 1996, former Speaker Thomas Foley said that when he campaigned in union halls in his district he found few members interested in discussing wages, working hours, workplace safety or collective bargaining. Their great fear was gun control and they warmed up to Foley when he mentioned that he was endorsed by the National Rifle Association. In 1994 he was defeated for re-election when the NRA endorsed his opponent. 16 Timothy Egan, 'Uphill race despite lesbian's past success,' New York Times, 22 July 1998, p. A1. 17 Some of the hypotheses we will test refer to differences between voters and non-voters. In this instance, however, references to differences between voters and non-voters do not accurately specify the problem. The consequences of higher turnout (no matter how achieved) are correctly estimated by contrasting voters to a hypothetically larger voting population. 18 Gary C. Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 4th edn (New York: Longman, 1997), pp. 87-8. 19 US Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States 1997, 117th edn (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1997), p. 289. 20 We adjusted the 1992 estimate with the aid of a report showing that 5. official figures, which poses a problem for attempts to compare voters to all citizens. If voters and non-voters differ and non-voters are underrepresented, comparing voters to all respondents would overweight the responses of voters, at the expense of non-voters, with the size of the effect depending on the relative size of each group. Because NES samples underestimate the size of the non-voting population, they can lead to unrealistically small estimates of the effects of universal turnout. For example, in 1996, when an estimated 47 per cent of all adult citizens stayed home, non-voters accounted for just 28 per cent of the NES sample. There is a simple solution to this problem. We reweighted the NES samples to bring the proportions of voters and non-voters into line with the adjusted estimates of the official turnout.
One consideration remains. The biggest cause of the high NES turnout is respondents who reported voting but in fact did not do so. This would not be a problem if misreporting were random, but it seems to be positively related to education. 21 Reclassifying misreporters from voters to non-voters would make the two groups appear more similar. Lacking information to do this because verification of respondents' reports of voting was last done in the 1988 NES, we can only note that the misreporting will exaggerate estimated differences between voters and non-voters. The result is to overestimate any differences between self-reported voters and the entire sample. Therefore differences reported in Table  1 should be regarded as the upper limits of the effects of universal turnout. Table 1 displays various comparisons between voters and all respondents in 1992 and 1996. It shows that our reweighting does not amend the usual conclusion for 1992 and only slightly modifies it for 1996. In other words, even when samples are adjusted to avoid underrepresenting non-voters, they remain essentially similar to voters. The differences between the two years, which we consider substantively modest, lead us to discuss each election separately. 22 If everyone had voted in 1992, Bill Clinton's share of the vote would have shrunk by 1.2 percentage points, compared to a loss of 2.5 points by President George Bush. Clinton's margin over Bush would have risen from 13.7 to an even 15 points. Ross Perot would have picked up a few more votes and marginal candidates would have done marginally worse. Nearly 4 per cent of the sample had no candidate preference. Both Republicans and Democrats were just barely more numerous among voters than in the total population. The weaker representation of Independents among voters reflects their generally lower level of civic involvement. 23 By and large, voters were representative of the entire sample on most of the dozen policy questions listed in Table 1 . Voters were, by 5 percentage points, more conservative than the whole sample about whether 'it is important for the government to provide many more services [in areas such as health and education] even if it means an increase in spending.' 24 Employment preferences for blacks were more popular 21 Brian D. Silver, Barbara A. Anderson and Paul R. Abramson, 'Who Overreports Voting?' American Political Science Review, 80 (1986) , 613-24. 22 To be sure, elections can be decided by small margins, but the propositions we are testing allege that the distribution of ballot choices would be significantly different if everyone voted. 23 Throughout this Note we define Independents as respondents who choose this identity and deny they are closer to either party; those who initially call themselves Independents and then acknowledge closeness to a party are combined with the outright adherents of that party. Such 'leaning' Independents mostly vote for the party to which they concede being closer, while most 'pure' Independents vote for the winning presidential candidate (Bruce E. Keith et al., The Myth of the Independent Voter (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1992), chap. 3. 24 We used all NES policy questions measured with the traditional seven-point scale and selected additional questions to provide a wide range of issues over which there is substantial political conflict. The wording of all Government services  35  40  29  34  Government medical insurance plan  51  51  34  43  Government guaranteed job/std. of living  29  32  23  29  Government assistance for blacks  23  23  16  19  Approach to crime reduction  --27  30  Environmental regulations  --52  56  Defence spending  48  46  31  32  Women's role  77  75  77  78  Abortion  64  59  57  55  Homosexuals in the armed forces  59  58  69  68  Death penalty  19  20  20  22  Hiring/promotion preferences for blacks  17  21  17  20  School prayer  13  11  12  11  Handgun control  --45  47  English as official language  29  29 --*Non-voters who expressed no preference when asked for whom they would have voted, but who rated one of the three candidates higher than the other two on the candidate feeling thermometers, were coded as preferring the highest rated candidate. questions and our coding of liberal responses are in the Appendix available on the web version of this Note. Respondents who did not express an opinion on any question were excluded from the base on which liberal responses for that issue were calculated. These excluded cases will be the principal topic in the following section of this Note.
hand, voters were more sympathetic to abortion rights. On all other issues, differences in either direction did not exceed 2 percentage points. In 1996, universal turnout would have expanded Clinton's share of the vote from 53.1 to 59.5 per cent, chopped Bob Dole's vote more than 11 points, and doubled Clinton's winning margin. 25 Changes among other candidates were trivial and 4 per cent of the sample had no candidate preference. In contrast to 1992, Democrats were slightly less numerous among voters and Republicans somewhat less so. As always, Independents were scarcer among voters than in the general public.
The pattern of differences on issues was somewhat more pronounced in 1996. This was particularly the case on redistributive economic questions, the first three lines in the issue section of Table 1 . By anywhere from 5 to 9 percentage points, voters were more conservative than the whole sample. These are, we believe, the largest such differences found in such analyses of any recent election. Smaller gaps in the same direction are apparent on several other issues. Voters were barely more liberal on just three topics: abortion, gays in the military, and school prayer.
We also compared responses to the familiar NES question about whether spending should be 'increased, decreased, or kept about the same' for each of more than a dozen federal programmes. In almost every spending category the whole sample was more generous than just the voters, but the differences were never great, averaging about 2 per cent in 1992 and 5 per cent in 1996.
These findings are incontestable evidence that on some major issues voters were more conservative than the entire adult population in 1996. We defer for the moment trying to appraise the importance of this recent tilt to the right, other than to note that the differences between voters and the entire electorate, while indisputable, are relatively slight; none is as high as 10 percentage points.
26 These modest differences do not suggest that universal turnout would have brought success to the Clinton health insurance plan or prevented enactment of 'welfare reform'.
To investigate whether universal turnout would expand the mainstream to include political leaders currently on the fringes, we looked at assessments of Jesse Jackson, Pat Robertson, Pat Buchanan and Louis Farrakhan. The average feeling thermometer scores for the first three are in the 40s for both voters and the entire sample. Farrakhan scored 25 with voters and 27 for the entire sample.
We also explored the possibility that universal turnout would bring about a change in policy priorities by comparing voters and the entire sample with regard to the standard NES question on 'the most important problem' facing the country. This is a question that has been ignored in previous empirical research. Roughly a third of the entire sample in 1992 and 1996 volunteered a social welfare issue as the most important problem.
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In both years, voters were less likely to mention social welfare issues by only 4 percentage points. On racial, environmental, women's and explicit class issues, the 25 The anomalous nature of this finding is suggested by comparing this change to those in other election years. Not only are the differences smaller in 1992, but the largest difference in candidate preference between voters and an entire survey sample for every presidential election from 1960 to 1988 is 2.6 percentage points. See Teixeira, The Disappearing American Voter, p. 96. 26 These results are consistent with Lijphart's characterization of previous research that 'the usual finding is that there are only small differences instead of no differences'. See Lijphart, 'Unequal Participation,' p. 4, fn. Small differences, however, do not lead to the conclusion that the content of public policy would be significantly changed if everyone voted. 27 We recoded the NES important problem mastercodes in the following manner: social welfare (6, differences are all less than 1 percentage point, with fewer than 3 per cent of all the respondents identifying any one of these as the most important problem.
'Nonvoters who are asked their opinions on policy … are typically citizens who have not given these questions much thought.' 28 The data on attitudes towards 'government services' in Table 1 are based on responses to the following item, which is typical of many NES questions:
Some people think the government should provide fewer services, even in areas such as health and education, in order to reduce spending. Suppose these people are at one end of the scale at point number 1. Other people feel it is important for the government to provide many more services even if it means an increase in spending. Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7. And, of course, some other people have opinions somewhere in between at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this?
Opinions on the first eight issues in Table 1 were elicited with questions that included this last clause. On other questions, while this option was not explicitly offered, respondents who volunteered that they did not know were not pressed to provide an answer. It is not difficult to test Lijphart's proposition about non-attitudes simply by tabulating the proportions of voters and non-voters who declined to offer an opinion to each of the issue questions in Table 1 . The results of this exercise are displayed in Table 2 . Table 2 shows the proportion of non-attitudes on a total of twenty-six issue questions asked in 1992 and/or 1996. Two conclusions are immediately apparent: While non-voters are indeed less likely than voters to say they have a preference, this is not their typical response; on every issue the vast majority of non-voters do produce an opinion. On nineteen out of twenty-six opportunities more than 80 per cent of non-voters have something to say. The average percentage of respondents without an opinion on a question about policy preferences was 5.7 for voters and 11 for non-voters. Even on topics like defence spending and environmental policy, which might be less than pressing concerns to people struggling to make ends meet, a substantial majority of non-voters expressed an opinion. Other than these two issue areas, non-voters were least willing to offer opinions on those redistributive policies that provide a safety net of sorts to the poor.
This was not the case, however, on questions about spending levels for particular programmes. Voters and non-voters alike rarely hesitated to offer their views about how much money the federal government should spend on programmes ranging from helping the homeless to supporting science and technology. Few respondents -never more than 3 per cent -professed not to know about how much to spend 'if you had a say in making up the federal budget this year' on any of the dozen-plus programmes mentioned.
We also compared voters and non-voters on more general partisan and ideological orientations. In both 1992 and 1996 at least 20 per cent of non-voters, compared to under 10 per cent of voters, denied any affinity for either political party. Most of these non-voters were Independents; a few, still further removed from political consciousness, were classified as non-political by the NES. Differences in ideological awareness were substantially greater. In both years at least 40 per cent of non-voters said they 'haven't thought much about it' or just did not know when asked to place themselves on a seven-point ideology scale ranging from very liberal to very conservative. Less than half as many voters declined this invitation to locate themselves on the left-right ideological spectrum. To our surprise, non-voters were not much more likely to call themselves 'moderates'.
In short, we found that non-voters typically do express policy, partisan and ideological preferences when asked. At the same time, non-voters are slightly less opinionated on these sorts of questions.
C L A S S C O N S C I O U S N E S S
We used various measures to test Lijphart's assertion that non-voters 'have not developed class consciousness'. 29 One NES question tells respondents that 'There's been some talk these days about different social classes. Most people say they belong either to the middle class or the working class. Do you ever think of yourself as belonging in one of these classes?' Thirty-one per cent of non-voters in 1992 said they did not identify with either the working class or the middle class, which is not very different from the 26 per cent of voters who refused one of these two labels.
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Assuming that weak class consciousness is basically a workers' infirmity, we then conducted a more detailed analysis of respondents with blue-collar occupations. 31 Were blue-collar voters more likely to identify with the working class than their non-voting counterparts? Not at all. Forty-six per cent of the former and 48 per cent of the latter said they thought of themselves as belonging to the working class. Yet another measure of class consciousness can be derived from a question asking all respondents if they feel 'particularly close to' working-class people, and an identical question about the middle class. Responses to these questions by voters and non-voters are displayed in the top part of Table 3 . The most common pattern was affirmative answers to both questions, given by nearly half of all voters and just over a third of non-voters. Non-voters were also a bit more likely to respond negatively to both questions and to say they felt closer to the working class. When we restricted the analysis to people with blue-collar occupations, a similar pattern emerged. Blue-collar non-voters were more likely to express closeness to the working class than their counterparts who went to the polls. All in all, then, we could find few signs that non-voters suffered more than other Americans from undeveloped class consciousness.
We found solid confirmation of Lijphart's proposition that non-voters 'have not been politically mobilized', which we defined as being canvassed either by telephone or in person. Respondents were asked if someone from a political party or anyone else had contacted them about the campaign or about voting for a particular candidate. In 1992, 31 per cent of voters and 10 per cent of non-voters were canvassed. The figures for 1996 were 38 per cent of voters and 14 per cent of non-voters.
We pause to take stock of the evidence for Lijphart's propositions. Non-voters do differ from voters in the directions he predicted. They are less likely to have opinions on issues, identify with a party, express an ideological preference, be class conscious, or be stimulated by campaign activists. Yet except for the last point the differences are generally trivial.
How might one estimate what non-voters would do if they were to vote? We sought an empirical approach to this question that would give Lijphart's propositions the most sympathetic hearing. We began with his belief that being activated to vote includes heightened awareness that develops class consciousness and crystallizes political opinions. Hence we disregarded non-voters' stated preferences. Instead, we attributed to them the opinions of people who had already been mobilized. Of course, all voters are not identical; the question is identifying cognate voters. In view of Lijphart's concern with economic differences, we attributed to non-voters the perspectives of voters in their respective income quintile. We assigned to poor non-voters the political preferences of poor voters, rich non-voters the characteristics of rich voters, and so on.
This process required three steps in order to see what the entire sample would look like if non-voters were to have the preferences of voters with similar incomes. First, we arrayed the distribution of each variable in Table 1 for voters in each of the five income quintiles. Secondly, we attributed these opinions to non-voters in the corresponding quintile. Thirdly, the preferences of voters and non-voters were combined to produce an estimate for the entire sample, which we will call the 'simulated' population. The results of this last step are displayed in Table 4 , our estimate of what American voters would be like with universal turnout.
If everyone had voted in 1992, Clinton would have gained 2.5 per cent more of the vote and Bush would have lost 1.5 per cent; Clinton's lead would have gone from 13.7 percentage points to 17.7 points. In terms of party identification, Democrats would have gained and Republicans lost about 3 per cent of the voters. 32 The results would have been about the same in 1996, except for a slightly larger rise in Clinton's vote share. In the 1990s, universal turnout would have been a slight benefit to Democratic presidential candidates.
Discussions of the consequences of higher turnout often assume or assert that public policy reflects the distribution of voters' preferences; the more liberal the opinions of those who choose leaders, the more liberal will be the measures enacted into law in Washington: 'the inclination of many politicians to give short shrift to the interests of the young, the poor, the working classes, the black and the brown, has been encouraged by the consistently poor voting records of those groups.'
33 Table 1 provided faint encouragement for the belief that universal turnout would have produced a somewhat more supportive constituency for liberal policies, particularly on redistributive economic issues. The data in Table 4 are a dose of cold water for that opinion. Although the simulated population is indeed more liberal than voters on half of the twenty-six comparisons of issue attitudes in Table 4 , the largest such gap is only 2 percentage points. There is no difference at all on nine more comparisons. And voters are just barely more liberal on abortion and the role of women. To the extent that voters' issue preferences are more important than their choices of candidates, the lower part of Table  4 
Why is it surprising that with universal turnout voters would differ so little from those who actually go to the polls? The answer may reflect election commentary that dwells on the turnout rates of different economic groups, almost to the exclusion of their relative sizes and at the expense of other demographic dimensions:
34 34 Turnout has 'a serious claim on our attention' because 'it is those who most need the vote who tend to use it least, and universal suffrage fails to provide the political counterweight to the power of property and wealth in the way that was intended by its more radical proponents' (Ivor Crewe, ' The single most important characteristic of voting in the United States is the economic bias of turnout patterns … those at the top end of the income scale turn out in far larger numbers than those at the bottom end … politicians are responsive to those who vote; voters determine who is elected; nonvoters do not. 35 This passage embodies two ways analysts can go astray. The first is simply that most Americans are neither rich nor poor, hence it is misleading to ascertain the relationship between income and turnout by comparing the top and bottom ends of the income distribution. 36 The more serious error is leaping from the turnout rates of a chosen low-turnout group to a conclusion that people with that characteristic account for most non-voters. For example, 'In fact, the poor make up about three-fourths of the 'party of nonvoters'. 37 This mistake can be compounded by attributing a political preference to the group: 'Granted the demographics and the class composition of the "party of nonvoters", there seems little reason to doubt that these would be largely Democratic voters, had the Democratic party been interested in, or capable of, the mobilizing incentives to reach them'. 38 We explain why this prediction is incorrect with a simple but unusual exercise: describing non-voters. Table 5 displays the most common demographic characteristics of non-voters. No single characteristic is shared by a majority of those who did not vote in either 1992 or 1996; the 'party of non-voters' is rather diverse. The two most common 35 demographic features of non-voters are their residential mobility and youth; in both 1992 and 1996, fully 43 per cent of non-voters had moved within two years of the election and one third were under the age of 30. Neither the residentially mobile nor young people are politically distinctive, let alone a Mother Lode of votes for Democratic candidates. In 1992, for example, 56 per cent of voters who identified with one of the political parties were Democrats, compared to 57 per cent of people who had recently moved and 58 per cent of the young. Movers and young people held only slightly more liberal policy positions than all voters in 1992.
The more commonly mentioned groups of non-voters are smaller. People without a high school diploma, the poor and minorities each comprise between 24 and 30 per cent of the non-voters. 39 Only when these three groups are combined does one find a majority of putatively liberal non-voters. And even in this case, they represent a bare majority, somewhat smaller than the number of non-voters who are either residentially mobile or young. Thus the notion that non-voting is concentrated among a single group or a set of related groups is incorrect.
C O N C L U S I O N
Would election outcomes and the substance of public policy in the United States change dramatically if more people voted? Contrary to the expectations of many others, we have found that universal turnout would bring modest changes. Two approaches lead to this conclusion. First, when the stated preferences of non-voters are aggregated with those of voters, little change is observed. Secondly, to address the possibility that non-voters' preferences would be different if they were mobilized to vote, we attributed the preferences of voters to cognate non-voters and again aggregated the two groups. This approach provided even smaller estimates of change. In other words, by addressing Lijphart's critique of the first method, we found less support for the conventional wisdom that higher turnout would be a boon for the Democrats.
The explanation for the modest changes may be found in the characteristics of non-voters. To be sure, the poor, less educated and minorities are overrepresented among non-voters. But the young and the transient are even more numerous. By themselves, none of these groups constitutes even a majority of non-voters. Combined, they barely do so. What our findings have demonstrated is that the 'party of non-voters' is heterogeneous. Taken as a whole, non-voters appear well represented by those who vote.
40 39 The data in Table 5 are from the 1992 and 1996 Current Population Survey (CPS) Voter Supplements. The CPS is better than the NES for demographic descriptions because of higher response rates and substantially larger numbers of respondents. Like the NES, the CPS turnout measure is not validated. If the nature of misreporting among CPS respondents is similar to that of the NES, then the percentages of non-voters who are less educated, poor and non-white reported in Table 5 are overestimates. Recall that misreporting in the NES is positively associated with educational attainment. As a result, properly classifying misreporters would produce a better educated group of non-voters; the percentage of less educated citizens among non-voters would fall. Because the poor and minorities tend to be less educated, their representation among non-voters would also decline. 40 Generalizing to other forms of political participation on the basis of the findings reported here clearly is unwarranted. Turnout is the least unequal form of political participation in the United States (Steven J. Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen, Mobilisation, Participation, and Democracy in America (New York: Macmillan, 1993), p. 237).
Notes and Comments 192a A P P E N D I X : Q U E S T I O N W O R D I N G A N D C O D I N G
Government services: Some people think the government should provide fewer services, even in areas such as health and education, in order to reduce spending. Suppose these people are at one end of the scale at point number 1. Other people feel it is important for the government to provide many more services even if it means an increase in spending. Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7. And, of course, some other people have opinions somewhere in between at points 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 'Liberal' response defined as 5, 6 or 7.
Government medical insurance plan:
There is much concern about the rapid rise in medical and hospital costs. Some people feel there should be a government insurance plan which would cover all medical and hospital expenses for everyone. Others feel that all medical expenses should be paid by individuals, and through private insurance plans like Blue Cross or other company plans. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Government insurance plan; 7. Private insurance plan. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Guaranteed job/standard of living: Some people feel the government in Washington should see to it that every person has a job and a good standard of living. Others think the government should just let each person get ahead on their own. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Government see to job and good standard of living; 7. Government let each person get ahead. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Government assistance for blacks: Some people feel that the government in Washington should make every effort to improve the social and economic position of blacks. Others feel that the government should not make any special effort to help blacks because they should help themselves. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Government should help blacks; 7. Blacks should help themselves. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Approach to crime reduction: Some people say that the best way to reduce crime is to address the social problems that cause crime, like bad schools, poverty and joblessness. Other people say the best way to reduce crime is to make sure that criminals are caught, convicted and punished. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Social problems that cause crime, like bad schools, poverty and joblessness; 7. Make sure criminals are caught, convicted and punished. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Environmental regulations: Some people think we need much tougher government regulations on business in order to protect the environment. Others think that current regulations to protect the environment are already too much of a burden on business. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Tougher regulations on business are needed to protect the environment; 7. Regulations to protect the environment already too much of a burden on business. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Defense spending: Some people believe that we should spend much less money for defense. Others feel that defense spending should be greatly increased. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Greatly decrease defense spending; 7. Greatly increase defense spending. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Women's role:
Recently there has been a lot of talk about women's rights. Some people feel that women should have an equal role with men in running business, industry, and government. Others feel that women's place is in the home. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 1. Women and men should have an equal role; 7. Women's place is in the home. 'Liberal' response defined as 1, 2 or 3.
Abortion: There has been some discussion about abortion during recent years. Which one of the opinions 192b Notes and Comments on this page best agrees with your view? You can just tell me the number of the opinion you choose. 1. By law, abortion should never be permitted. 2. The law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest or when the woman's life is in danger. 3. The law should permit abortion for reasons other than rape, incest, or danger to the woman's life, but only after the need for the abortion has been clearly established. 4 . By law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of personal choice. 'Liberal' response defined as 3 or 4.
Homosexuals in the armed forces: Do you think homosexuals should be allowed to serve in the United States Armed Forces or don't you think so? 1. Yes, think so; 2. Don't think so. 'Liberal' response defined as 1.
Death penalty: Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for persons convicted of murder? 1. Favor; 2. Depends; 3. Oppose. 'Liberal' response defined as 3.
Hiring preferences for blacks: Some people say that because of past discrimination, blacks should be given preference in hiring and promotion. Others say that such preference in hiring and promotion of blacks is wrong because it gives blacks advantages they haven't earned. What about your opinion -are you for or against preferential hiring and promotion of blacks? 1. For; 5. Against. 'Liberal' response defined as 1.
School prayer: Which of the following views comes closest to your opinion on the issue of school prayer? Just give me the number of your choice. 1. By law, prayers should not be allowed in public schools. 2. The law should allow public schools to schedule time when children can pray silently if they want to. 3. The law should allow public schools to schedule time when children, as a group, can say a general prayer not tied to a particular religious faith. 4. By law, public schools should schedule a time when all children would say a chosen Christian prayer. 'Liberal' response defined as 1.
Handgun control: Do you favor or oppose a ban on the sale of all handguns, except those that are issued to law enforcement officers? 1. Favor; 5. Oppose. 'Liberal' response defined as 1.
English as official language: Do you favor a law making English the official language of the United States, meaning government business would be conducted in English only, or do you oppose such a law? 1. Favor; 3. Neither favor nor oppose; 5. Oppose. 'Liberal' response defined as 5.
Ideological identification:
We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here is a 7-point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely liberal to extremely conservative. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this?
Class consciousness: There's been some talk these days about different social classes. Most people say they belong either to the middle class or the working class. Do you ever think of yourself as belonging in one of these classes?
Class closeness: Here is a list of groups. Please read over the list and tell me the letter of those groups you feel particularly close to -people who are most like you in their ideas and interests and feelings about things. [Both 'middle-class people' and 'working-class people' were included on the list.]
Party mobilization: The political parties try to talk to as many people as they can to get them to vote for their candidate. Did anyone from one of the political parties call you up or come around and talk to you about the campaign this year?
Other mobilization: Other than someone from the two major parties, did anyone else call you up or come around and talk to you about supporting specific candidates in this last election?
Expectations and Aspirations in Dilemma Interactions
MATTHEW MULFORD* Incentive compatibility solutions to social dilemmas change individual consequences of non-co-operative and co-operative acts such that self-maximizers will rationally choose to act in ways that promote the public good, i.e. to co-operate. The traditional selfish egoism assumption of rational choice requires dilemmas to be solved by either adding some likely punishment to defection or reward to co-operation. Dilemma co-operation can also, of course, be explained by relaxing the narrow self-interest assumption. By allowing for the possibility that outcomes of interdependent interactions are subjectively evaluated by reference to the actor's own as well as others' interests, or that people get additional utility (or avoid disutility) by following certain normative codes, co-operation in finitely repeated dilemmas can be rational. By relaxing the self-interest assumption, subjective expected utility (SEU) choice models can explain co-operation in finitely repeated dilemmas. This is consistent with observations of co-operation in the absence of formal egoistic incentives from the earliest experimental work in dilemma behaviour.
2 This is also consistent with reported positive correlations between expectations of others' likely defection and defecting choices.
3 As long as people do not have dominant strategies, then expectations should affect choice. Notice, however, that the implied decision process of the 'relaxed' SEU model remains largely untested. Utility functions are defined exogenously and actions are chosen if and only if the product of one's subjective probability estimate of the likelihood of outcomes associated with a given strategy and the value placed on those outcomes yields a higher expected utility than does any other perceived alternative strategy.
The simplest version of an SEU model of choice uses objectively defined end states having defined individual payoffs. Each payoff is multiplied by the subjective probability of the state occurring. A rational agent chooses a strategy that maximizes the sum of these products. If correct, single-shot anonymous dilemmas should lead to 100 per cent defection. As noted above, this is clearly not supported by the data.
A more complex version of the SEU model holds expectations and utility to be exogenously defined but independent choice elements. In this relaxed version of the SEU model, subjective evaluation can be different from objective individual payoffs. Dilemma co-operation can be a rational act as long as people evaluate the outcomes in certain ways.
This model is certainly more empirically and intuitively plausible. The relaxed version of SEU implies a decision calculus where objective individual payoffs are one of many factors that influence the evaluation of an outcome. Objective definitions of end states exist but, just as a visual image can be distorted by a mirror, the utility assigned to them reflects 'distortions' caused by internal subjective evaluation processes. The choice of a strategy is a function of these altered values and the subjective perception of the probability of their occurrence.
Note that these two elements are still completely independent. The model predicts no contamination across these stages of choice. 5 While expectations of others' behaviour affect the expected utility of a strategy they do not affect the utility of a given outcome. As traditionally applied to dilemma interactions, a relaxed SEU model maintains that one's expectations of another's behaviour can have no effect on whether one aspires to mutual co-operation or free-riding. 6 This Note tests this assumption by analysing data from two experimental studies of dilemma behaviour. To anticipate, the relaxed SEU model does not account for a significant number of co-operative choices. Specifically, it fails to predict that both would-be co-operators and self-maximizers respond to high expectations of others' co-operating by co-operating themselves.
A number of possible explanations for co-operation in the absence of any incentive compatibility are proposed. Each is partially supported by the data. The first explanation relies on feelings of obligation imposed by a truster on a trustee. A player expecting another to co-operate implies the belief that the other is trusting the player to reciprocate, i.e. that the other is putting him/herself at risk of some loss based on expectation that the player will forgo temptation for narrow personal gain. The second explanation holds that evaluations of the dilemma outcomes are not independent of expectations of others' likely behaviour. The more subjects expect others to defect, the less they aspire to mutual co-operation. 5 For a discussion of the theoretical consequences of a using one's own choice as a guide to others' likely behaviour, see John Orbell and Robyn Dawes, 'A "Cognitive Miser" Theory of Cooperators' Advantage', American Political Science Review, 85 (1991), 515-28. 6 In most classic texts, expected utility theory is introduced in comparison to expected value (EV) calculations. Typically the EV of A is defined as p(VA). Then the concept of utility is defined as p(UA) -a simple replacement of the objectively defined value with a subjectively defined utility. While utility is defined exogenously, there is no implication that the probability of the outcome becomes an integral part of the utility function. The p remains fixed both in notation and in the implicit structure of the theory.
E X P E R I M E N T A L D E S I G N
Study 1
Subjects were recruited by advertisements in a university newspaper and the local metropolitan daily. The advertisement offered 'between $5 and $40' to people participating in two studies that would require about two hours to complete. The exact amount of pay would depended on 'decisions you make and the simultaneous decisions of others in the experiment.' Subjects were randomly assigned to conditions and replications. Efforts were made to prevent people who knew each other from participating in the same replication.
Since it was important for subjects to face the possibility of losing money, and since -for obvious reasons -subjects could not leave the experiment poorer than they entered, each study had two parts. The first involved pencil-and-paper responses to personality inventory questions with the subjects being asked to make judgements about how students at other universities would answer a series of questions. The subjects had 45 minutes to complete this part of the study and were paid $20 for their efforts.
Payment was in the form of twenty single-dollar bills. The subjects were asked to count the money and put it into one of six plastic bags marked with the letters A through F. These letters served as the subjects' identification for the duration of the study. The plastic bags containing the pay from this part of the study were placed on a table in the centre of a large room. Subjects were told that this would be their 'starting money' for the subsequent 'decision-making' study, and that it would be possible for them to gain or lose money from this $20 base, 'depending on what you and the others here choose'. This was all done to maximize the likelihood that the subjects would set their monetary status quo entering the prisoners' dilemma games at a positive $20, and would therefore perceive losses from that point as real.
Subjects were then seated in chairs marked with their identification letters around the periphery of the room. When everyone was settled, an experimenter read standardized instructions. 7 From the outset these emphasized that there was no deception in the study and that it was very important that everybody understood what was going on. The subjects were told to ask at any time about anything that was not clear to them, that their questions would be answered in full, and that the experiment would not go on until they were confident that they understood what was going on. The subjects were also told that their decisions would be strictly anonymous and that no other subject would ever know what they chose.
Study 1 consisted of forty-eight groups of six subjects (total n ϭ 288). 8 A simple prisoners' dilemma matrix was explained, with particular attention drawn to the dominance of defection over co-operation. 9 The payoffs were unambiguously a 7 A complete copy of the relevant instructions and decision forms for both studies are available upon request. 8 The findings reported here were collected as part of a larger study on the effects of feedback on choice. Given the possibility of this feedback influencing the substance of subsequent decisions, only the decisions prior to feedback, or knowledge that feedback would occur, are reported here. 9 At no time were the words 'co-operation' or 'defection' used. Instead, a co-operate choice was referred to as 'choosing X'; a defect choice was referred to as 'choosing Y'. It should also be noted that much of the discussion in the introduction referred to social dilemmas and the experiments used two-person prisoners' dilemmas; n-person social dilemmas and two-person prisoners' dilemmas are, obviously, structurally different. However, they have been shown to be formally equivalent granted they are uniform. prisoners' dilemma and were the same for each decision. Each of the matrices had the formal structure of t Ͼ c Ͼ d Ͼ s; where, by convention, t ϭ the payoff to a lone defector; c ϭ the payoff to mutual co-operation; d ϭ the payoff to mutual defection; and s ϭ the payoff to lone co-operation -the sucker's payoff. See Figure 1 for the matrix of payoffs. Some argue that co-operation in dilemma interactions results from subjects failing to understand the nature of their choices. 10 In order to minimize the chances that subjects did not understand the instructions, they completed a quiz. Answers were checked and any necessary explanations repeated until the experimenter was satisfied that everyone understood what was going on. 11 In spite of this, in order to avoid any possible contamination of the results by responses from people who did not understand the dilemma choices, all data from subjects who did not receive a perfect quiz score were dropped from the analysis.
12
Each subject played prisoners' dilemma games, one at a time, with each other subject in the room. All subjects had to make their choices in a single game before anyone moved on to the next. Subjects knew only that they would be making one choice with respect to each of the other persons in the room but did not know the order of the play (their own or others') or who was making a decision with respect to whom on any given play. It would have been impossible for every pair of people to interact with each other simultaneously. By the end of the entire sequence, however, each subject had made a decision with respect to each other subject in the room.
13
Along with their own co-operate/defect choices, the subjects were asked to indicate their expectation of what they thought the other person would do. Subjects recorded their co-operate/defect decisions, as well as their expectations, on forms affixed to clipboards. They were told to use the clipboards to shield their choices from the others. They were also told that when the experiment was completed they would be excused one at a time to a 'payoff room' where they would be given what they had earned and dismissed. After one subject had left the area, the next would be excused. 11 This was done without identifying which subject(s) had answered incorrectly. Care was taken not to use any descriptions of the game not included in the original instructions. Most of the clarification involved repeating the written instructions while physically pointing out, on an enlarged replication of the decision matrix, the consequences of combinations of choices. Effort was made not to use any different language to describe the game than had been used in the standardized instructions.
12 All analyses reported were also carried out with data including those that demonstrated misunderstandings of the game. The coefficient values are available upon request but the pattern of results is equivalent. 13 A description of the sequence of the pairing used is available from the author upon request. 
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dilemmas, subjects were asked to complete a questionnaire after they had made their dilemma choices, but before they were told the amount of money they had gained or lost. Subjects were asked to rank, for each other individual they had played with, the desirability of the four possible outcomes. Specifically, they were asked, 'if you, unilaterally, could choose the outcome for you and the other person, what would be your first choice, your second choice … etc.' From the ordinal rankings of the four possible outcomes, composite 'rank types' were assigned for each subject based on the twenty-four possible combinations.
14
Study 2
For the purposes of the work reported here, Study 1 and Study 2 differed only in the following ways. Study 2 consisted of sixteen groups of seven (as opposed to six) subjects (total n ϭ 112). In addition, all decisions in Study 1 involved a single prisoners' dilemma matrix. Subjects in Study 2 made a dilemma choice with each of six other people on three different matrices. Each subject made two choices on each of the three matrixes. The individual monetary payoffs, though different than the matrix used in Study 1 in absolute terms, all followed the same formal dilemma structure (t Ͼ c Ͼ d Ͼ s). See Figure 2 for the monetary payoffs, by matrix type, for each decision on each round of Study 2.
Study 2 also measured subjects' subjective evaluations of the dilemma outcomes using a different method. Instead of recording only the ordinal ranking of the outcomes, Study 2's outcome evaluation questionnaire was designed to allow the subject to indicate how much more they preferred one outcome over another in the particular case. Specifically, the subjects were asked to put a letter representing each outcome on an eleven-point scale, from most to least preferred. 15 When reporting cross-study comparisons with Study 1, this response form has been used to construct a simple ordinal rankings.
After the subjects had finished reporting their outcome aspirations in Study 2, they were asked a series of attitudinal questions. Two of these questions are relevant here. First, subjects were asked to indicate their preferences in a hypothetical dilemma played
Fig. 2. Matrices of dollar payoffs: Study 2
14 It is, of course, possible that the subjects' reported preferences over the outcomes were contaminated by having the subjects record them after their choices. Some may have simply recorded preferences consistent with their choices. If anything, however, this should bias the results towards the SEU model. As the findings section will indicate, confirmation does not occur. Alternatively, self-maximizers may have been unwilling to report themselves as such. This also should bias the findings towards the SEU model. If true self-maximizers report themselves as would-be co-operators then their co-operation can be explained by the SEU model. However, those people who are self-maximizers and are willing to report it, should be the very people least likely to be affected by expectations of co-operation. Finally, asking subjects to rank the outcomes before they acted would have chanced a contamination of their actual dilemma behaviour. Given the choice between risk of contamination of behaviour or of reported preferences, I chose the latter. 15 The eleven-point scale corresponded to the response form used in the recording of expectations (also an eleven-point scale) and allowed for each point to represent a dollar difference (if the subjects were so inclined).
with people with a known history of co-operation and defection. Specifically, the questionnaire read, Let us say that you are playing the game with some other person who is not in the experiment today. If you know that person has chosen Y about 80% of the time in the past, and has chosen X about 20% of the time, what would your preferences be?
The next question was identically worded, except that the person had chosen X 80 per cent and Y 20 per cent of the time. 16 For the purposes of the research reported here, with the exception of the differences just reviewed, Study 1 and Study 2 were conducted in the same manner. Because of this, the findings from each can be treated as an opportunity to test the strength of the findings from the other. To anticipate our results, it may be useful to state here that the major findings replicate.
F I N D I N G S
Overall Co-operation Levels
There is a substantial incidence of co-operative behaviour, even without formal incentive compatibility, in both studies. Table 1 reports the proportion of co-operative choices, for each replication in both studies. The table also reports the overall proportion of co-operative choices across all replications. Subjects co-operated 30-50 per cent of the time.
Rank Types
A large proportion of subjects subjectively transformed the dilemmas they confronted into other kinds of interactions. For each subject in both studies, a composite 'rank type' was constructed from their ordinal ranking of each of the outcomes in a prisoners' dilemma. The most common rank type in all but one instance (see Play 3 in Study 1) corresponds to self-maximizers (t Ͼ c Ͼ d Ͼ s). However, not far behind in frequency Note: In Study 2, plays 1 and 2 are on matrix 1, plays 3 and 4 are on matrix 2, and plays 5 and 6 are on matrix 3. 16 To avoid any possible order effects, the order of these questions was reversed in half of the questionnaires.
are 'would-be co-operators' who ordered outcomes c Ͼ t Ͼ d Ͼ s. These subjects prefer mutual co-operation to free-riding, but would rather free-ride than lose money. Self-maximizers and would-be co-operators together account for 60.2 per cent and 77.2 per cent of all rank types in Study 1 and 2, respectively. The next two most common rank types are 'equalizers' and 'group-maximizers'. Equalisers rank the outcomes c Ͼ d Ͼ t or s. This is consistent with a preference for equal monetary outcomes -even equal losses -over all other outcomes. Group-maximizers rank the outcomes c Ͼ t or s Ͼ d. This is consistent with a preference for maximizing the group's (in this case the dyad's) payoff. While equalizers and group-maximizers are of theoretical interest, the number of subjects ranking the outcomes in this order was so relatively small that statistically meaningful analysis of their dilemma choices was impossible. Therefore, all further analysis will examine only the choices of self-maximizers and would-be co-operators.
17 Table 2 reports the proportion of self-maximizers and would-be co-operators across Study 1 and Study 2.
Co-operate vs. Defect Choices
The choice of co-operative vs. defect for would-be co-operators was affected by their expectations of defection in the manner predicted by the relaxed SEU model. As expectations of defection rise, the proportion of would-be co-operators defecting also rises. In contrast, self-maximizers have reported preferences that, for them, create a dominant incentive to defect and thus their expectations of others' behaviour should not make any difference to their own choices. This prediction is not supported. In both studies, would-be co-operators' and self-maximizers' expectations of others' defection are found to significantly affect their own co-operate vs. defect choices.
A logistic regression analysis was performed to examine the determinants of choice. Subjects' co-operate vs. defect responses are the dependent variable. Three independent variables are: (1) whether people are would-be co-operators or self-maximizers; (2) subjects' expectations of the other's defection; and (3) the interactive term between the first two independent variables. Tables 3 and 4 report the results of the analysis for Studies 1 and 2, respectively. To aid in the interpretation of the results, the log odds of defection are transformed into probabilities of defecting for each expectation level, and both rank types. Figure 3 reports the results of these transformations graphed to form predicted logarithmic lines modelling the relationship between a subject's expectations of defection and the probability of their own defection, for each rank type.
For subjects of both rank types, the higher the expectation of defection, the higher the probability of defecting. In Study 2, self-maximizers were significantly (at ϭ 0.05) more likely to defect at any given level of expectation of defection. This difference, while apparent in Study 1, is not significant (at ϭ 0.05). Finally, the lack of significance (at ϭ 0.05) of the interactive term in both studies allows us to conclude that it is unlikely that there exists a difference in how each rank type's co-operate vs. defect choices are affected by any given level of expectation of the other's defection. 18 The relaxed SEU 
Notes and Comments 201
Fig. 3. Graphic representation of regression results
model predicts expectations to be insignificant when the interaction term is included. That is, expectation should affect choices iff the subjects' preferences do not create a dominant strategy. Yet, both would-be co-operators and self-maximizers reacted to expectations of co-operation by becoming more likely to co-operate. 
Expectations of Defection and Rank Types
The SEU model holds expectations of the other subject's behaviour and the subject's own outcome aspirations as fully independent quantities. If this is the case, there is no a priori reason to believe that different outcome rank types should be systematically associated with expectations of others' behaviour. This is not supported by the data. A comparison of the differences in subjects' expectations of defection shows that in every play, across both studies, would-be co-operators perceive others' defection to be less likely than do self-maximizers. In seven out of eleven possible cases (five plays in Study 1, and six plays in Study 2), t-tests demonstrate that these differences are significant (at ϭ 0.05). See Table 5 for a summary of these results. In addition, there is a significant negative correlation (r ϭ Ϫ 0.098, p Ͻ 0.01) across all subjects and plays in Study 2, between expectations of the other's defection and the difference between subjects' reported value of mutual co-operation and free riding (a positive score indicates a preference for mutual co-operation over free riding). 19 The more a subject believed the other was going to defect the less valuable the outcome of mutual co-operation versus free-riding.
This finding is particularly striking if we look at the mean differences in preferences over these two outcomes across three collapsed categories of expectations. Subjects were asked to mark the midpoint where there was a 50 per cent chance of defection and a 50 per cent chance of co-operation if they did not have any idea what the subject would choose. This provides a logical dividing line between those who expect co-operation and those who expect defection. For subjects who expect co-operation the mean difference is 1.12; for those who report co-operation and defection as equally likely, the mean difference drops to 0.493; and for those who expect defection the difference drops still further to 0.232. Finally, recall that subjects were asked to rank the outcomes of hypothetical others with known co-operate vs. defect histories. If expectations are independent of outcome aspirations, then differences in past behaviour should not affect subjects' ranking of the possible outcomes. This expectation is not supported. When subjects ranked dilemma outcomes while supposing they were playing with someone who had co-operated 80 per cent of the time in the past, 26 per cent of them ranked the outcomes as would-be co-operators, and 47 per cent as self-maximizers -about the same proportion of each ranking as was found when the subjects ranked the outcomes with respect to each other. However, when they ranked the outcomes while supposing that they were playing with someone who had defected 80 per cent of the time in the past, only about 8 per cent of them ranked the outcomes as would-be co-operators.
Notably, for this circumstance about 12 per cent of the subjects ranked mutual defection and their own free riding as the two most desirable outcomes -apparently ranking any outcome that resulted in the other's loss as more desirable than any that resulted in the other's gain. Less than 1 per cent of subjects ranked the outcomes in this way when they supposed that the other had co-operated 80 per cent of the time in the past. If we assume that the information about past play creates expectations about future play, then knowledge of the other's past behaviour clearly affected the evaluation of outcomes. In short: changes in the expectations about others' behaviour resulted in changes in preferences over outcomes.
Summary
Overall, the predictions from the SEU model are not supported by the data in two important ways. First, expectations of others' likely defection affect co-operate vs. defect choices regardless of rank type. Even self-maximizers who expect others to co-operate are likely to co-operate themselves. Secondly, there is evidence that expectation of others' likely behaviour can affect outcome evaluations.
D I S C U S S I O N A N D S P E C U L A T I O N
Why would self-maximizers give up their golden opportunity to achieve what they say is their most desired outcome by co-operating when they expect co-operation? More generally, why should others' expected behaviour have any effect at all on self-maximizer's co-operate vs. defect choices? The answer may be found by asking a slightly different question -namely, what does it mean to say that one expects another to co-operate in a dilemma interaction? One possibility is that expectations tell us something not only about what people think others are likely to do, but also about their beliefs regarding the others' motives.
Expectations and Motives
Imagine two players, Judge and Target, are in a dilemma interaction. If Judge is certain that Target will defect then Judge must be convinced that Target is either (1) trying to free-ride, or (2) aspires to mutual co-operation, but is certain of Judge's defection and will defect to avoid being exploited. Thus, even if certain that Target will defect, we can infer nothing about Judge's beliefs about Target's motives. Ironically, only when Judge is completely certain of Target's defection are we completely uncertain about Judge's conception of Target's motives.
If Judge expects Target will defect with a specific probability p(d), where 0 Ͻ p Ͻ 1, then we can make two inferences about the Judge's perception of the Target's motives. First, Judge must believe that there is at least some (1 Ϫ p) probability that Target aspires to mutual co-operation (assuming pure altruism is not considered). Judge's estimate could be higher -i.e., Judge could be certain that Target aspires to mutual co-operation, but also believe that Target thinks that the Judge will co-operate with a probability of (1 Ϫ p) -but it could never be lower. Secondly, Judge must believe that the probability that Target aspires to free ride is less than p.
The lower Judge's expectation of Target's likely defection, the lower the likelihood of Judge believing that Target is motivated to free ride and the higher the likelihood of Judge believing Target is motivated by an aspiration for mutual co-operation. Motive attribution could lead to changes in behaviour by (1) causing feelings of obligation associated with trust and/or generalized norms of reciprocity to be primed, or (2) changing in the utility of possible outcomes.
Trust, Obligation and Reciprocity
If Judge expects Target to co-operate, then this also tells us something about Judge's perception of Target's belief about Judge's likely behaviour. First, Judge must believe that: (1) Target expects Judge to co-operate (if Target expected defection, s/he would presumably defect to avoid exploitations); (2) Target believes that Judge aspires to mutual co-operation (why else would Target expect Judge to co-operate?); and (3) Target is sufficiently certain to willingly put him/herself at risk by co-operating with Judge. 20 In other words, Judge believes that Target is trusting him/her to co-operateTarget is accepting a risk of loss, based on expectations that Judge will forgo temptation for narrow personal gain.
If Judge aspires to mutual co-operation and has this optimistic expectation of Target, then choice is simple; Judge should co-operate. Now assume that Judge aspires to free-ride. In this case Target's expectation of Judge's likely co-operation should present Judge with a golden opportunity to free-ride, and under these circumstances (and all others for that matter) Judge should always defect. But, as the data show, this is not what happens.
This may be caused by Target's trust imposing some sort of feelings of obligation, on Judge's part, to co-operate. This felt obligation would presumably increase with the magnitude of Judge's expectation of Target's likely co-operation -the more certain Judge is that Target will co-operate, the more Judge believes that Target trusts, and therefore the more likely Judge will feel obliged to co-operate. Attitudinal data from the two studies are consistent with this explanation.
The subjects in Study 2 were asked a series of attitudinal questions at the end of the experiment. One of these questions asked, 'How much do you think that someone trusting you to do something obliges you to do that thing?' The subjects responded by placing a mark on an eleven-point scale between 'A great deal' (1) and 'Not at all' (11).
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The average score was 2.81 for would-be co-operators, and 3.57 for self-maximizers. Thus, even though self-maximizers agree with the statement significantly less than would-be co-operators (t ϭ 2.28, p ϭ 0.024), they both recorded relatively strong 20 The obvious exception is if Target were perceived to be a pure altruist. 21 An eleven-point scale was used to keep response mode consistency with the reporting of expectations. agreement with the idea that someone trusting you to do something obliges you to do that thing. 22 But why should people feel obliged? Surely people so disposed in one-shot anonymous games are at a disadvantage compared to others not so disposed. This may not be the case.
Robert Frank, in Passions within Reason, argues that negative affective responses to 'cheating' (the equivalent of free-riding in a dilemma) could serve a person's self-interests. 23 He writes:
Suppose that cheating is difficult, but not impossible to detect. If Smith gets away with it, he receives an immediate payoff. If he gets caught, however, he not only receives no current payoff, but he also acquires a bad reputation. His rational assessment tells him it is not a golden opportunity. He knows that people who refrain from cheating in these circumstances will develop good reputations and do better in the long run. But the prospect of the immediate payoff is tempting to him nonetheless. If Smith is emotionally predisposed to regard cheating as an unpleasurable act in and of itself -that is, if he has a conscience -he will be better able to resist the temptation to cheat. 24 In a similar fashion, feeling obliged not to break someone's trust could serve one's long-term interests.
25
Note that in order for a feeling of obligation and/or applications of general rules of reciprocity to further one's long-term self-interest, they must not be strategically adopted. Indeed, a strategic decision about whether to feel obliged or to adhere to certain manners would be identical to a co-operate vs. defect decision without these mechanisms. The data suggest that indiscriminate application extends to single-shot anonymous interactions.
Contingent Evaluation
The process by which feelings of obligation to honour another's trust lead to co-operative choices remain to be specified within an SEU model. One possible process would be an ad hoc, revealed preferences explanation: the fact that people co-operate mean that they prefer co-operation over free-riding. This still leaves us with the puzzle of self-reported self-maximizers co-operating. If they preferred mutual co-operation over free-riding, why not report it?
The second possibility is that expectations, reflecting motive attributions, affect the evaluation of outcomes directly. Matthew Rabin has recently proposed a sophisticated and influential general model of choice that incorporates one's attributions of others' motives into the evaluation of outcomes.
26 In Rabin's words, 'the same people who are 22 Rank types were determined by subjects' reported ranking of dilemma outcome when playing with 'people in general'. 23 
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Notes and Comments altruistic to other altruistic people are also motivated to hurt those who hurt them.' 27 However, while Rabin's way of incorporating reciprocal altruism into game theory allows for things other than a specific payoff to influence utility of outcomes, it does not use a player's subjective probability judgements of another's likely behaviour.
Furthermore, Rabin is committed to defining a fairness equilibrium whereby predictions are based on the weights of different degrees of perceived fairness. In contrast, the less specific contingent evaluation model (CEM) directly incorporates subjective expectations into one-shot dilemma choices. That is, it leaves open the question as to what features lead to a fairness equilibrium and instead focuses on expectations. The difference between the CEM's and the SEU's explanation of co-operation in dilemma interactions will highlight the difference in the models.
If the SEU of co-operation (SEU(C)) is greater than the SEU of defection (SEU(D)), then one should rationally co-operate in dilemma interactions. The calculations are straightforward:
where p ϭ probability of other's co-operation; (1 Ϫ p) ϭ probability of other's defection; u cc , u cd , u dc and u dd ϭ the individual's utility for mutual co-operation, being suckered, free-riding and mutual defection, respectively. More generally, u st ϭ the utility of the payoff to row of choosing strategy s and column strategy t. Importantly, regardless of the value of p, u st is assumed to remain fixed. The relaxed SEU model is consistent with the findings of some non-trivial level of co-operation and a correlation between co-operative choices and expectations of co-operation. The model cannot, however, account for the effects of expectations on choice even on those that proclaim to be self-maximizers.
It is, of course, possible to have a high expectation that the other will defect, and still aspire to mutual co-operation, meeting the other's defection with one's own only to avoid exploitation. Alternatively, expectations of the other's behaviour, linked to perceptions of the other's likely motives, may change preferences regarding the possible outcomes. The data are consistent with the latter.
Assume that the expectation of co-operation is positively correlated with the value of mutual co-operation and negatively with the value of free-riding. In this case, the contingent expected utility of co-operation, i.e., CEU(C), would follow the same basic form of the SEU(C). However, the utility for strategy pair s,t would be computed differently. Specifically, for row player:
where v st ϭ the utility of the monetary payoff of row choosing strategy s, and column choosing strategy t, and f (t, n st ) ϭ some additional utility that is a function of row's expectation of column playing t (t ) and some other utility (n st -exogenously defined) associated with outcome (s,t).
In this framework it makes little sense to ask people to report preferences over outcomes in a game defined only by payoffs. Preferences will partially depend on what one expects others to do. Then why do people seem to have no problem reporting game preferences based only on a matrix? One possible explanation is that they report their preferences using the central tendency of some internal distribution of expectations of 27 Rabin, 'Incorporating Fairness into Game Theory and Economics', p. 1281.
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others. For example, one could quite reasonably answer a question of overall evaluation by indicating a preference for free-riding if one generally believed that others would defect. But, on any given instance, this self-described self-maximizer may well co-operate, assuming that they have a high enough expectation of co-operation from the other. Thus, the CEM can account for self-maximizers co-operating when they have high expectations of other's co-operation.
The Possible Fitness Implications of Contingent Values
Frank's argument concerning usefulness of being emotionally predisposed to find the act of cheating itself unpleasurable helps explain the possible fitness benefits to people employing a CEM of choice. 28 In iterated play a predisposition against cheating serves one's (in Frank's example, Smith's) interests by helping her resist the temptation to do something that would damage her reputation and thus long-term interests. Implicit in this explanation is the assumption that the other is not cheating Smith.
If we drop that assumption, then an emotion making it less likely for Smith to cheat (thus protecting herself from exploitation) would be to Smith's disadvantage. Not only would it be disadvantageous in the current interaction, but by increasing the probability of Smith acquiring a reputation as a gullible and exploitable partner, it would also hurt her long-term welfare. Just as a reputation for trustworthiness attracts others in search of mutual co-operation, so a reputation for naïveté would draw those seeking to free-ride.
Given that Smith may be interacting with either would-be co-operators or self-maximizers, it would be in her long-term interests to aspire to mutual co-operation -with all the attendant emotions and felt obligation -iff Smith's partners were not going to cheat her when given the opportunity. Otherwise, if interacting with self-maximizers, she would be better served to co-operate only when it was in both their best self-interests, traditionally defined -in other words, if she acted as a self-maximizer. Jane Mansbridge, making a similar argument, sees altruistic motivations for co-operation (what she calls 'love') surviving by being 'nested' in self-interest. 29 This does not mean that the behaviour need be consciously self-interested. Instead, she argues that altruistic motivations could survive if certain conditions exist to provide 'an ecological niche in which that altruism can nest'.
30 If other-regarding feelings are selectively activated only by those perceived to be other-regarding themselves -a pattern of activation consistent with the data -these conditions could be met.
C O N C L U S I O N
This Note demonstrates that, even for those who reported preferences to create a dominant strategy, expectations of others' behaviour affect choice in single-shot, anonymous dilemma interactions. Two explanations are offered: (1) feelings of obligation to respond to trust by being trustworthy over-ride and are somehow separate from ordinary SEU calculations, or (2) the utility of outcomes is contingent on expectations of others' behaviour. The experiment reported here is not a test of either of these explanations. Clearly, further work is needed to disentangle the two possible mechanisms. However, it is clear from the results that expectations have a more complicated effect on choice in strategic interactions than is traditionally believed. These are important not only for the policy measurements they provide for fifty post-war democracies, but also from the point of view of validating other codings of texts, especially those deriving from computerized analyses. No other validating standard is available for any but a handful of post-war elections -certainly none other that so unambiguously measures policy preferences as opposed to actual party behaviour and which itself has been so well established by extensive use.
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Validating Party Policy Placements
Some doubts have been expressed about the extent to which the one-position saliency codes typically used by the MRG can really measure the kind of policy spaces assumed by classical theories of party competition and coalition formation.
2 The Note addresses this point by (a) showing that they do (Figures 1-4 below) . (b) Examining 'saliency and valency' assumptions to see if they provide a reasonable theoretical underpinning for such spaces
The conclusion has to be that the MRG data provide a solid basis for measuring party policy and can therefore be used substantively, to provide reliable estimates for party policy in post-war democracies; and methodologically, as a general standard for validating other measures of party and government policy.
T E X T U A L A N A L Y S E S O F P A R T Y E L E C T I O N P R O G R A M M E S
Parties, preferences and policies are at the heart of rational choice theories of democracy. of such theories. This accounts for the growing interest in estimating party policy positions. 4 Most recently, such estimates have taken the form of computerised word-counts of party manifestos -an exciting development since it opens up the prospect of rapid and easy analysis of policy pronouncements in general, not just of party ones. This will facilitate more extended studies of strategic interaction between collective and individual actors in all sorts of political contexts.
Studying texts has the advantage that they are statements of policy made at a particular place and time by a specific person or organization. They therefore avoid the problems associated with expert judgements of party positions, which confuse preferences with the actual behaviour they are designed to explain, and are ambiguous about the time period involved, the criteria used to locate parties and what exactly they are locating. 5 The same might be said of electoral perceptions of where parties stand on policy. 6 Given that non-textual measures have their limitations, the question arises of how text-based estimates -more acceptable in principle -are to be validated in detail? Word-counts can be made on very different bases and thus differ considerably in their results and the 'maps' they draw of policy movements by the same parties. 7 This creates the need for a generally acceptable, known standard against which counting procedures can be checked and if possible harmonized, before they are applied to previously unanalysed material. Only in this way can we accept these extended applications as trustworthy.
Party election programmes provide the best material on which to run such checks. This is partly because, as public documents issued for a mass audience, they are written in a very straightforward way. They aim at getting certain points over, clearly and simply. Repetition is their hallmark; making policy points involves highlighting them, repeating them in slightly varied form and coming back to them in a variety of contexts. Word counts should, therefore, work better here than on more complex arguments.
Election programmes also have a special standing as the only collective policy statement that parties as such ever make. No other source represents the combined views of the party as an organization. Constitutional provisions usually specify a series of formal processes through which the programme is composed and approvedpreparation by the leadership, discussion at various levels of the organization and endorsement by a representative gathering of the party. 8 If one wants to study party policy, and not the policies advocated by internal factions or individuals inside the party, one has to study the manifesto, platform or election programme.
The main methodological advantage of such programmes is that they have already been comprehensively studied, coded and analysed in a statistical form. Their sentences 9 have been counted manually into one or other of fifty-seven inductively-derived policy categories by a large team of scholars and assistants (the Manifesto Research Group) operating over the last twenty years (1979-99, and continuing). 10 Resulting datasets cover 634 political parties in fifty countries, from the first democratic election in the post-war period onwards.
11
Clearly the MRG dataset is the only one which currently allows for comprehensive study of party and governmental policy positions. As textual analyses multiply, however, its main use may become that of validating other approaches. At the moment these are mostly computerized word counts (with some phrases thrown in).
12 While the unit of analysis of such counts (the word or phrase) differs from the (quasi) sentences of the MRG data, the basic idea of measuring the relative emphasis of the text on various policy areas is the same. If the counts are valid, therefore, they ought to produce broadly the same results -in particular similar spatial representations -as the earlier codings.
13
The MRG data thus seem well placed to aid the development of policy-based measures and theories over the next decade. They have been challenged, however, for generally failing to assess whether a particular reference is positively or negatively viewed by a manifesto.
14 This criticism is directed at the basic MRG procedure of counting sentences into one-position policy categories, rather than into 'pro' and 'con' categories inside each issue area. Without explicit provision for party confrontation on different positions within each issue, the criticism runs, the coding simply measures the relative emphasis that parties put on the issue. Hence the MRG codes measure emphases on, or saliency of, policies rather than policy positions as such. They are consequently incapable of capturing the concerns of theorists such as Downs, in an Economic Theory of Democracy, or Axelrod, in Conflict of Interest with party policy positions and the direction of policy movements.
A first 'question arising' here is whether MRG-derived spaces do or do not look like the classical ones, and whether like them, they are capable of registering party positions and movements along specified dimensions. The following section juxtaposes the two with a view to seeing if any significant differences emerge between them.
We then investigate whether or not the policies which enter into party competition are actually 'valence' issues as registered by most of the MRG codes -where only one 10 Originated by the Manifesto Research Group of the ECPR under the direction of Ian Budge and David Robertson, the collection has been taken over by the Wissenschaftzentrum Berlin from 1990. The WZB has devised a series of internal checks and controls along with instantaneous electronic contact between coder and supervisor, to ensure the reliability of codings. These are described in Andrea Volkens, 'The MRG since 1989, with Particular Reference to Quality Control' (paper presented to ECPR Joint Sessions, Mannheim, 1999). Datasets are publicly available from the Zentralarkiv Cologne and the British National Data Archive at the University of Essex. A book that will report all estimates of party, government and elector positions derived from the MRG data is under preparation by Ian Budge, Hans-Dieter Klingemann, Andrea Volkens, Judith Bara and Eric Tanenbaum, Mapping Policy Preferences (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).
11 Britain and the United States are also covered under a slightly different coding scheme from 1922 onwards. Government policy documents for ten countries are coded under the same scheme for 1945-83.
12 More sophisticated computer approaches are possible using the MRG codes as 'seed text' for replicating their results on party election programmes and then broadening out (Leonard Ray, 'A Natural Sentences Approach to the Computer Coding of Party Manifestos' (paper presented to the ECPR Joint Sessions, Mannheim, 1999)). This involves the MRG set even more centrally in the development of computerized textual analyses and renders the question of its validity even more important for developments in this field. 13 Comparing spatial representations, as in Figures 2-4 below, provides the best general estimates of validity, because they draw on the results of codings as a whole rather than simply comparing detailed coding decisions within the general framework.
14 For citations see fn. 2 above. 
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position can be adopted by parties without committing electoral suicide. That this is indeed the case has been powerfully argued by Stokes 15 and even more generally by Riker, 16 who sees it as extending to political rhetoric as a whole. If the only possibility for competing parties is to vary the emphasis they put on a shared policy position, then clearly to study party differences one needs to examine their strategic variations of emphasis on that position.
There are in fact good theoretical and empirical grounds for adopting the 'valence' assumption and its 'saliency' implications, so far as party competition is concerned. This should be a relief not just for users of the MRG data but for analysts using computerized word counts as well. Operationally, words like 'taxes' and 'welfare' have been found to designate only one policy position in the manifestos -'cutting taxes' and 'extending welfare' respectively. 17 Counting the frequency of such words by computer is in fact to measure relative emphases on one policy position as the MRG has done with most of its manual codings. Such findings will be discussed in more detail in the section after next.
M E A S U R I N G P O L I C Y S P A C E S
First, however, we want to see if the MRG data do produce good representations of the policy spaces envisaged by the classical theories. Such 'mappings' draw on all parts of the dataset, and so they constitute a more general check of its validity than comparisons of specific coding-decisions. As a standard of comparison for the MRG representations we have the advantage of having the actual 'pictures' of party policy spaces devised on theoretical grounds by analysts such as Downs and de Swaan. 
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a unimodal distribution of electors along a policy continuum, and two parties placed on each side of the central mode. Downs originally presented the policy continuum as a distribution of preferences for greater or lesser government intervention, but later describes it as Left-Right in a more general sense. 18 The crucial point about a unimodal distribution of electoral preferences, in his view, was that vote-seeking parties would converge on the position of the middle or median voter, at the mode of the distribution, in order to get a majority of votes.
Whether or not this expectation is upheld in practice has been much disputed over the last forty years. There is no doubt, however, but that the picture of parties and electors presented in Figure 1 has dominated discussions of the question ever since.
The ability to reproduce this representation convincingly on the basis of actual data is thus a fairly crucial test for any measure of party policy. Figure 2 presents the picture given by the MRG data of the policy positions of the US parties in the presidential election of 1968 (Humphrey versus Nixon).
19
The Left-Right scale produced on the basis of the data runs from a theoretical Ϫ100 (pure Left) to ϩ100 (pure Right). How it is constructed is explained below (see Table 1 ).
For the moment, however, we should note that the estimate places the two parties very close together, near the position of the median voter. The median voter position is not based on the MRG platform codings which pertain to party positions. Rather, it is superimposed on the party space from an independent measure of 'public opinion liberalism' in the United States. 20 It is inserted here to bring the picture into full The usefulness of Figure 3 lies in being able to check out dynamic theories of party movement, including those of Downs but also many alternative and modified Downsian formulations. The extent to which many analysts and theorists have found the representation plausible and workable helps of course to strengthen its face validity.
Figure 3 also lends itself to validation in a more direct way -against the historical record. If the Goldwater presidential candidacy of 1964 did not see a swing to the right on the part of the Republican party, followed by strong rightward tendencies under Reagan (1980 Reagan ( , 1984 , then we would suspect its plausibility. Similarly if the McGovern campaign of 1972 did not coincide with a strong leftwards shift by the Democratic party, we would also be suspicious. But they do. The paths of the parties mapped out in Figure  3 broadly correspond to the impressions of contemporary commentators and subsequent historians. Indeed, it is difficult to see how the representation could be much improved 
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upon to fit the historical record. Here is empirical evidence for the validity of the codings to add to their theoretical plausibility. The Left-Right mappings for American parties can be reproduced for each of the fifty post-war party systems to which the MRG codings have been applied. In all cases they seem capable of operationalizing Downsian-type spaces for party competition. And in each they provide a plausible correspondence with the historical record. 22 The MRG policy data have thus been applied comprehensively to a whole series of actual cases. Critics of the codings need to confront these successful applications rather than ignore them in discussing the applicability of the estimates.
The other classical policy spaces within which rational choice theories of parties have been set are those related to coalition formation. Sometimes these have been multidimensional 23 -again these have been convincingly operationalised by the MRG data. 24 More usually, however, such spaces have been conceived as one-dimensional Left-Right continua similar to the space of the party competition pictured above. 25 The plausibility of the MRG data in the coalition context is illustrated by Figure 4 , which shows changes in Dutch party positions between 1989 and 1994. This is of interest in the light of the critical government formation of 1994, when the secular Labour and Liberal parties succeeded in ousting the Christians from office for the first time in seventy-five years -an earthquake in Dutch politics. The actual coalition change is prefigured by the shift of the Labour party to a central policy position, from which it could more easily form an alliance both with the Progressive Liberals (D'66) and the free-market Liberals (VVD).
Again, a policy space emerges from the MRG codings which fits both theoretical concerns and historical experience. Similar spaces can be created on this basis for all the coalition systems over time, and used both to operationalize and test theories with highly credible results. Other uses of MRG data -relating party to social change 26 or tracking and anticipating policy outcomes 27 -have also fitted with theoretical and historical explanations, strengthening the validity of the data. The results are sufficiently well known, however, not to over-stress the point here. In all their applications the MRG data have produced empirically plausible and theoretically consistent results. This puts the onus on critics to prove any case to the contrary with comparable evidence.
M R G C O D I N G S A N D P R O C E D U R E S
None the less, even if made in the abstract, such criticisms still have to be confronted. The assertion that the MRG codings are incapable by their nature of measuring party policy positions and tracing the direction of policy movement has been squarely met in the preceding section. The codings do measure movements in party positions in plausible and acceptable ways. Are there other reasons to distrust the results? These certainly do not appear in the 'pictures' and actual measurements they produce. What about the nature of the assumptions used to get there? It is here that critics concentrate on the MRG's 'valency and saliency' assumptions. We discuss these here, starting with the procedures based upon them which we have used to produce Figures 2-4.
As indicated above, the MRG coding counts sentences into fifty-seven policy categories (see Table 2 ). It then standardizes the distribution for different document lengths by percentaging each category count over the total number of sentences. The resulting category percentages then constitute the scores used in further analysis of the programmes. To create the Left-Right scales used as dimensions in Figures 2-4 , certain categories were identified theoretically as belonging to the Right (free enterprise, for example) and certain to the Left ('economic planning'). Exploratory factor analyses were carried out to see if the selected categories 'hung together' -which they did -and to investigate whether any others belonged with them on the same dimension.
Percentage scores for 'Right' and 'Left' categories were added up separately, and the total 'Left' score subtracted from the total 'Right' one 28 to give the final locations in Figures 2-4 . The procedure is summarized in Table 1 .
It is clear from Table 1 that some of the contrasting Left and Right scores are for directly opposed positions (pro-military and anti-military, for example). Others, however, find no direct contrast on the other side: pro-peace on the Left is not contrasted with anti-peace on the Right. Nevertheless, this is where the criticism is made. By contrasting mentions of peace on one side with a lack of mentions on the other side, the measure is recording 'saliency' rather than 'position' and this is 'improper'. 29 In order to pursue this argument we have to go back to the original MRG codings and see why they take the form that they do. As they stand (Table 2 ) the codings provide fifty-seven categories into which sentences can be counted and percentaged. The aim is to count all sentences in the text whether they seem to have a direct policy content or not (thus the 'count' for each category includes vague historical generalizations about a problem or simple references to its importance). The justification for doing this is that party programmes are carefully considered and finely honed documents, so no sentence appears in them without a purpose.
Including all such references to an issue-area does make it difficult to tie most sentences down to specific pro-and con-positions, however. Long digressions on the growth of unemployment are presumably saying it is a bad thing and the party would do something to counter it. Is any party going to say explicitly that it is in favour of unemployment? Immediately the question is put it seems unlikely. A party might, however, say very little about unemployment and expatiate greatly on the evils of inflation, implying that all other considerations should be subordinated to fighting this problem.
These tricks of party rhetoric are no doubt familiar to every reader. They do not leave much room for parties to line up for or against each issue. What party wants to appeal for votes by extolling either unemployment or inflation -or supporting war against peace? The seminal finding of the pioneering analysis of party manifestos made by David Robertson was that parties do not directly oppose each other on an issue by issue basis. 30 They rarely took specific policy stands at all or mentioned any other party or its positions. Indeed, their programmes assume that there is only one tenable position on each issue and devote their energy to emphasizing the policy areas on which their credibility on that position is strong enough to pick up votes. This is a discovery which has been repeated in subsequent analyses of party rhetoric 31 and computer word counts of manifestos. 32 28 Note that the actual percentages are used, giving a simple numerical total. An alternative approach would be to factor-analyse all categories to give scores on a Left-Right dimension, which could then be used to locate parties, as is done using MRG data by Gabel and Huber, 'Putting Parties in their Place'. The objection to factor scores, however, is that they are influenced by all the data put in, thus making, for example, British Labour's location in 1997 depend in part on where Italian neo-fascists were in 1948! Percentage scoring of course is uninfluenced by the positions and movements of other parties. 29 Mannheim, 1999) . Peculiarly, although Laver and Garry criticize saliency assumptions and the derived MRG codings at the beginning of their paper, they are driven to using precisely these assumptions in their actual word-count where, for example, a mention of taxes signifies only one position -cutting them.
works, it would be odd if we then weakened its explanatory power by diluting it with further confrontationalist assumptions within the MRG codings.
M R G C O D E S A S A G E N E R A L S T A N D A R D F O R P A R T Y P O L I C Y E S T I M A T E S
We clearly need a validated standard measure in the field of textual analysis to be sure that computerized approaches produce trustworthy results. The comprehensiveness of the MRG measures, the plausibility of their estimates (Figures 1-4) , external and internal validation of assumptions and procedures -all designate them as the central point of reference in party policy estimation. Indeed, if these data were ruled out, there is no standard that could replace them, and we would have to rely on ad hoc comparisons of very disparate estimates (electoral perceptions and 'expert' judgements, for example), which are in any case available only for limited time-points.
Using the MRG data as a central standard means, where there are disagreements with other measures, that the MRG estimates would break the tie. It is quite likely of course that better and more authoritative standards may be developed in the future. But they should be shown to be so through the same detailed evaluations already applied to the MRG data, not simply asserted to be better. Otherwise we risk methodological anarchism, where every investigator has his or her own measure and there is no way of evaluating the substantive conclusions properly.
The question of authority is particularly relevant to computerized textual analysis. Clearly, this offers the possibility of rapid, reliable coding with vast savings in cost and a consequent extension of quantitative research. However, we need to be able to test the computer estimates to know that they are valid and useful. A comparison with MRG codings and Left-Right mappings of the documents is facilitated through the 'valency and saliency' assumptions underlying both the manual and the computer codings. However, only when the results of the latter match the former can we proceed to use them with any confidence. Validating computerized coding in this way is a first necessity before proceeding to substitute it for manual procedures.
Of course, even an authoritative general coding scheme for party policy positions does not necessarily function well for more specialized concerns within the policy field. Debating whether a general coding of election programmes is best based on saliency assumptions is not the same thing as assuming that it can serve all purposes equally. Specialized investigations may well need their own specialized codings. For overall comparability, however, we need a general cross-time, cross-national coding of all election programmes, focused on party policy positions, but able to serve as an acceptable surrogate for other investigations when re-coding cannot be done. The central question is, therefore, what kind of general scheme best serves these purposes? In terms of the review undertaken here, this is clearly the MRG one.
These examples also help demonstrate what a standard is not. It is not a final, unsurpassable procedure set in stone. We have already demonstrated that the present coding has defects, to which others could be added. However, this is no reason for abandoning it for, or substituting it by, more dubious alternatives. Indeed, not only is the MRG scheme the best general measure of party policy positions we currently have, but it is likely to remain so until computerized text-processing is fully validated.
When computerized coding is validated against the MRG scheme, it may gradually substitute for it (though probably the two should run in parallel for a considerable period to make more extensive validation possible). As they base themselves on the same saliency assumptions about parties the computerized estimates should be entirely comparable with the MRG results. However, the new coding should, prospectively, vastly improve the range and flexibility of existing categories.
Setting a standard is thus very far from reifying existing measures. But it is to lay down a systematic way of developing new ones. The considerations laid out above show that the point of departure has to be the MRG data. Once this is accepted we can get on with the job of improving on them.
